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Advisory Action 



Continuation of 1 1. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: 

Apparatus claims 15-18 and 22 based on SOYOMA: The examiner agrees that SOYOMA fails to disclose the baffle 
plate located upstream of the jet. However, this claim limitation has not been entered. 

The applicant argues a distinction between a fluid jet from a liquid. This claim limitation has not been entered. 
Applicant states that since SOLONITSYN states that air is required and this new limitation would make 
SOLONITSYN deficient. Applicant points to example 1 5 of SOLONITSYN of requiring air added through nozzles in 
the effuser. The requirement for air is only one embodiement of SOLONITSYN, example 1 5 SOLONITSYN is 
treating "wastewater". It appears that liquids can also be injected through the same holes as per example 3 of 
SOLONITSYN. Addtionally the comprising language does not prevent the use of air in conjuction with the liquid jet. 
Applicant argues that SOLONITYSN requires a cylindrical solid body to generate cavitation. The examiner agrees 
that SOLONITYSN requires this element. But it is not clear how the applicant's language limits the use of said 
element or the additional use of element (1 7) in light of the 'comprising' language used therein. 

Applicant finally argues the baffle plate limitation for SOLONITYSN is not met for the independent apparatus claim. 
Upon consideration of the applicant's arguments and review of the SOLONITSYN reference, the examiner agrees 
with the applicant. The examiner misinterpreted the two dimentsional drawing view of Figure 2 (15) to indicate flat 
plates, while in fact they were nozzles connected to pipes which are not plates. Further, there is no teaching in 
SOLONITSYN to suggest a flat baffle plate upstream. Therefore the examiner withdraws the rejections to claims 15- 
24 based on SOLONITSYN. Claims 15-18 and 22 stand rejected based on SOYOMA. Claims 19-21, 23 and 24 are 
objected to based on there dependency to instant claim 15. 
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